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Mr. ehristcphez Pcnny, P.E. 
Vieqw Project Coordinator 
Commander Atlantic Division 
Naval Facilities Errginccring Command 
6506 Hampton Boulevard 
Norfolk, VA 23508-1278 

Re: Review of the Finat MEC Master Work P k  Former Naval Training Range (VNTR), 
Viiues, Puerto Rim 

Dear Mr. Penny: 

Ihe U.S, En*& Protection Agency (EPA) and the Pnerto Rim J k b ~ ~ ~ e n t a l  Qualitg 
Board (EQB) have completed the review of the Final Munitions and Explosives of Concern 
(MEC) Master Work Plm, Former Naval Training Range (VNTR), Vieques, Puerto Rico, dated 
December 2006. 

Our review indicates that the Final MEC Master Work Plan does not address sev@d Re&* 
Agencies comments submitted by EPA to the Navy on November 7,2005. In addition, the l k d  
document does not include several modifications pmented on the response to oomments dated 
April 4,2006, and the second set of ~~sponse on the Navy's p&ject website on August 4, 
2006. Therefore, the Final MEC Master Work Plan cannot be approved. Enclosed you will find 
OUT MyDmena. 

The Navy should ensure that all comments submined by the Regulatory Agencies are 
appropriately incorporated in the subsequent mvision ofthe document Changes to be made in 
the document should be implemented exactly as stated in the response to comments. unless this 
is not possible due to some overriding reason. Should a change to the proposed modification of 
the subject document be necessary after the respom to the Regulatory Agencies' comments 
have been formalized, the Regulatory Agencies should be advised of these changes and given an 
opportunity to review them and to comment on thew suf&iciency prior to the fmdrzation of the 
succeeding revision ofthe document. 
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We ranrdnavailable to nwA wlth you to go over these mgtters. If  you have any 
questions, please contact me at (787) 741-5201. 

Cordially, 

DanielRodrigua 
Remedial Project Mmaga 
Response and Remediation Branch 

a: Yarissa hhhez ,  EQB, w/ encl. 
Richard xiemy, FWS, w/ enel. 
Stacin Martin, CHZM Hill, w/ end. 
Doug Mddox, FFRRO, w/ -1. 



EPA review of Final M~nitions and Explosives of Concern (MEC) Masler Work Plan. 
Former Vieques N d  Training Range (VNTR), Vieques, Puerto Rico 

December 2006 

Only those comrnents deemed deficient during the analysis and the riecessary corrections 
are presented below. 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

2. Appendix I, Response to Comments, Page 11: EPA Specific Comment 25 
reads as follows: Table 10-2 Rare and Endangered Terrestrial and 
Amphibious Wildlife at  VNTR, page 10-2: In this table, all of the rare or 
endangered species listed are noted as not having been observed during the study, 
with the exception of Trimeresurius (Fer-De-Lance). This would seem to indicate 
that this species was observed during the survey. However, this species is listed 
in the table as "Rare or Extinct." It would seem very unlikely that this species is 
cxtinct if onc was obscrvcd during thc rcfcrcnccd study. Plcasc rcvicw this tablc 
and correct it as necessary. 

The April 4,2006 Navy response reads as follows: Footnote for Trimeresurius 
has been revised on Table 10-2 to indicate "not observed during shdy". 

Analvsis: The Naw resuonse addresses the concern expressed. However. it 
appears that no such foob t e  was added, as Table 10-2 &re and ~ndan&red 
Terrestrial and Amohibious Wildlife at VNTR) has been deleted From Section 10 
of the Final MEC &. It appears that the listing presented in Table 10-2 has 
been completely removed from the Final MEC MWP. If the Navy opted to 
remove Table 10-2, the Navy should revise the response. to the subject EPA 
comment to reflect the action actually taken on the EPA comment. 

4. Appendix I, Response to Comments, Page 11: EPA Specific Comment 26 
reads as follows: Seetion 10.4, Water Resources within the Project Site, page 
10-3: The text only describes ocean w-ater resources. It should include 
groundwater. See comment#9 above. 

Tbe April 4,2006 Navy response reads as follows: Section 10.4 will be re- 
titled 'Surface Water and Groundwater Resources within the Project Site'. 
Additionally, the entire section will be replaced with 'Rased on available aerial 
photography, surface water resources located within or adjacent to the project 
area, are the Caribbean Sea to the north, south, and east and several lagoons 
primarily along the coaqt.' 

Analysis: The Navy response addresses the concern expressed. However, the 
section number concerned has heen renumbered a.. Section 10.2 instead of 10.4 m 
stated in the Navy response. In addition, the revised verbiage in Section 10.2 



does not r e d  as stated in the Navy response. The Navy should revise the cited 
response to  the actual chenges made to the F i i  MEC MWP. 

S. Append'i I, Respoacrc to Comments, Page 11: EPA SBedfie Comment 27 
mads 0s f o l h  S& 10.8, Compliace with ARARS, page 104: Need to 
expand the compliance with ARARs discussion to include; what they are; 
dmnical specific, action q m i f ~ c ,  location specific; ditference belween applicable 
mil relevmat rmd qjmpiate; clearly describe that NF'L sites must meet ARARs - 
this is ai thnshold CERCLA/NCP requitement; be cleat that for most activities 
cortductwi entirely on-site, pewits are not required etc. 

The April 4,2006 Navy mpense  mads as follows: The definition of ARARs 
anB 1l3Cs is provided foUowing Table 1-1 in Section 12. The dincasldbn of 
cbmid. actioh d locaticm sm&e ARARs is beyond the iRtended scone of 
this dOnnnent Furthca e d o n  ofcamp~iance with ARARS as r e q d  for 
emimmeatal site im~lemefUation is contained inthe ~ e n t a l M W P f w  

The last sentence in Section 10.8 Compliance with ARAB will be changed to 
nead @Olher ARAas and TBCs to be foIlowed were mnfed in Table 1-32 The 
fbllowing snteme will be added as the last smtence in the pmgaph 'All sites 
addresssd under the NPL must meet the ARARs set forth in this document, the 
Emri-ntal M\HP (CH2M HILL. January 2001), and other ARARs as 
==ST.' 

haw ThereisnoSectiun 10~8intheFiMFXMWP~isstatedinthe 
Naw m s e .  The Navy should revise the cited response to reflect the actual 



EQB comments on Final Muniiions and Erplosives ofConcern ( M E 0  Muster Work 
Plan, Fonner Viiques Nawl Training Range (YNTR), Vieques, Puerto Rico, dated 

December 2006 

The following are comments (last reaction to comments on bold) that the Navy has not 
complied with the agreed-upon resolution on the final document sent to EQB. For 
comments #4 and #9 the responses provided by the Navy were accepted, however EQB 
still believes that these topics should be discussed in the final document. Also, comments 
# 13 and #16, the responses were accepted but they were not adequately inserted in thc 
final document. 

Comment #4. Section 2.4.8, Pg 2-15: There is no mention of potentially clearing 
vegetation by controlled burning. Since this is a MWP it may be appropriate to say that 
controlled burning is being considered, may be implemented if regulatory issues can be 
resolved, nnd, if used, will be described in a site-specific work plan. 

Navy Response: At this time, due to the legal limitations, controlled burning cannot be 
conducted at the Former 1 m R .  lfthis changes this document wiN be revised to ;ncludc 
that vegetation clearance method as an option. Spec* plans to c a y  out this operation 
will be developed and any general procedures will be incluokd in a revision of this 
document. 

Additional EQB comment (May 2006): Response accepted. 

December 2006 EQB comment: Since the Navy plans to perform controlled bums it 
.would have been eircient to indnde information on this operation in this MWP. 
However, it is the Navy's option to choose not to do so and modify tbh MWP and 
inform the regulators of this modification (in accordance with Section 1.9 of the 
MWP) prior to performing controlled bums. 

Comment #9. Section 2.4.13, Pg 2-21: Range fms  have been a problem. It is 
recommended to include precautions to be taken to prevent range fires caused by MEC 
detonations in this section on MEC disposal or to include a new section on this subject It 
is appropriate that the MWP identify this problem and analyze applicable solutions. 

Navy Respon~e: A Prescrihed Burn Plan for the TCRA within the LIA, which cnntmmnv 
several preventufive measures for the spread offire resulf ingji.om MEC detonations, is 
currently under review by EPA. DOI and EQB. Ftre prevenrahve measures proposed 
include: the establishment offire breah surrounding the detonation areas, vegetation 
clearance of selected areas to suppress the spread of fre  and the maintenance of a 
standby water supply to wet down fire breaks awayfrom any range fires. Once the Draft 
Prescribed Burn Plan is finalized the fire prevention measures can be amended to the 
Master Work Plan. 

Additional EQB comment (May 2006): Response accepted. 



December Z f M  E W  eotnmeut: Altbom~h the Navy responw to this wament 
disc- 6re supp&ssiou in .the coatext-&fcen~ed barnlng, the origiaal EQB 
comment dloeaa9*i fire suppression in the context of other MEC operations such as 
aannal  vegelatien derri&amd MEC diapmaL It appeals that those MEC 
operatiom may have amsed aevcral fim on Eastern Vkqees. Therefore, it b 
appropriate for the lWWP to include a tire suppression pho regardless of usether 
qr not cantrolled burning h pedomcd i. tbe fit.* It L pareibk that thb plan wil l  
need fo be modified to support eontrdkd burning. Bat, the fret that serious fire 
bte~rds  exist on Eastere Vieques makes it important that planning ior fires cansed 
by MEC operations is in place as soon as possible. As stated in the original EQB 
comment, it b mecammended that tLe MWP be modilkd te imelnde a 6re 
snpprcssian ph.. 

Commeut #I 1: Section 3.2, Pg 3-1: Reference the Puerto Rico explosives law (whicb 
A meas and tmmotters of exdosives to have a rma& from the Suuerintendent of 

Navy reqmme; The fillowing will be added us the lasf sen@#ce in &aim 3.2 Licenses 
and Permits: 'In mMiiion. users amd w-s of expIohw overpublic tratqmmfion 
routes win be mquired to sbt~ in  a pnnitjiom the Superinlend& of PoJice, us m i r e d  
by the Cwuno~weal1 of Puerto Rim iaw. 

Additional EQB comment (May 2886): Puerto Rico Law No. 134 of, June 28,1969, 
reauks more ttran ob- mrn& for "users d transporters of explosives over public 
d o n  mulesn.  hef fill owing text, taken dir%&firom Law 1% pmmits 
for receipt, !&wage, possession, badling a d  use of explosives. 
It is recommended thatthe MW@ be rnodis&l to completely comply with Law 134. 

"(a) No prrson shall carry out any or any one of the activities herein lisied without 
having &st obtained the mmqmndhg p d  or +ts from the Superintendent issued 
in 8coordance with the provisions of this chapter and its reputations: 

(1) M a n & i  explosives or substances tkt may be wed to manutimm explosives; 
(2) explosives or substaaces that may be b e d  to man- explosives; 
(3) receive, store or possess explosives or substances that may be used to manufkkm 

explosives; 
(4) use explosives or s u b s  that may be used to manufacture explosives; 
(5) operate an establishment whcre explosives or substances are handled that rnay be 

wed to expiosivcs." 

December 2006 EQB comment: The MWP is sfin silent on how this requirement Jms 
hem met. It aays ( d o n  33) that a permit is r e q u i d ,  bet them b not indication 
in tbe plan that this r e g b e n t  has been complied with. It is roeommended that 
the plan be modified to include a copy afthe permit or other d5eorawta&loa that 
this r q ~ i w m e a t  has been met. 

Comment #I 3. Section 3.4.3, Pg 3-3: This section says that a guard will be posted during 
mn-working how. However, there is a new guidance to the Puerto RiGo explosives law 
("Guidance for the 

. . tion, Application and Oversight of the hEerto Rico 



Explosive's Law", Chapter XVIk ''Magazks, Guidance, Safety P r e ~ ~ u E k m  to be taken 
in the Magzzbes' Surroundings") that requires a guard at all times (24houdday) 
whemvcrrexplosives are stored. It is recommended that this guidance be added to thc list 
of ARARS. 

Navy Response: l?teJbUowing ARAR will be a&ed to Tablc f -1 in Sectio~ 1.2: 
'Guihce for rhe Aclininisirotion, Applimtion and Oversight of tfre Puerto Rico 
Expbive 'slow, Puerto Rico explosives law ChapterXb?lL ' 
IIowcver, it should be noted that NA WAC is in consultmion with PR Safe Potice to 
chi* the requirements for guards. B e ~ e w r u ~ e  during working hours personnel are on-site 
in the vicinity of the stotoge oreo and &ring non-working horns a securi@ guard is 
stationed in the vicinity of the stored exploJiues, i! is believed the Weni @the Z4W fs 
being met. The rest& of these d i i s i o m  wiN be included in revisioiw to this docame& 

Additional EQB comment (May 2006): Response accepted. 

December 2006 EOB comment: This nnreed-own addition to the MWP (note 
above: -The R S U I ~  of these d h s s i o n ~  will be inclmded in revls'ias to tbk 
docnmentb has not been made. The Naw should mod& the MWP to document the 
waiver f k m  the Puerto Rim potice for &mpliance with the requirement for a 24- 
hoar gaard of the explosive4 magazines. 

Comment # I  6. Table 9- 1 : Table 9-1 is a good effort at identifying all of the relevant QC 
inspections. However, it appears that the DFW contained in Table 9-1 are not complete. 
For example, there are no DFW associated with geophysics, subsurface clearance or 
UXO disposal. It is mommencted that Table 9-1 be rnediiied to completely caphue al l  of 
the DFW that are relevant to the full spectrum of activities that can be conducted at 
VNTR 

Navy response: Table 9-1 win be revised to inciude additional definable feafures of work 
inehrding fhejW1owing: digiral geophysical savveys, g e o ~ o l  prove-outs, subsurface 
MEC cleor~cce mmd W P t i H  procemng. 

Additional EQB comment (May 2006): Response accepted. 

Decemher 2006 EQB commentt The additions to Tahle 9-1 have been made. 
However, it doean't appear that the audit requirement for "digital geophysical 
mapping" (page 9-15) is adequate because the audit requirement is "once". TBSr 
means that compliance with thii audit requirement only reqtiires a QC inspeetion of 
the performance of this critical work one time. It is recommended that the MWP be 
m&wd to state thin critical DFW will be audited more frequently than only once. 

ADDlTIONAL COMMENTS OF AGREEMENTS MADE THROUGHOUT THE 
PROCESS: 
1. An agreement was made at the June 9,2005 MR Subcommittee meeting that 

additional information on the GPO wouJd be added to the MWP. This agreement is 



documented in EQB's report of this meeting which states: 

a Doug W o x  asked about estaMishing a GPO for Eastem Vieques. Chais 
Penny amwered &at Tom Douglas of Navy BOD TKMDIV is going to 
perfbkn QA wemight for the Navy. ~ e o G e  Overby said they a& p r i g  on 
mnsfmcting multiple GPOS in different areas v&h different geology. He 
r g d  &at bfoimation en tke GPO areas WP be iaclhdd in the Master 
MJtC Work Plnn which will be sent to the Navy for internal review in a 

*h 2nVeek or so. < 

2 
Ihts&fom~onhasn't&~addedto&eMWPasagceed. Sincewelearnedatthe 
tast CTC meeting that the GPO is currently being constmcted it is likely that a 
significant amount of infmna€ion is known about the GPO that can be added to the 
MWP as agreed It is reommended that the MWP be modified to provide relevant 
information on the GPO such as its lowtion, the number of wts, type of targets and 
depth of targets. 

2. EQB has requested tbat Figure 2-1 be modified to include the agencies and regulators 
to show the lines of communication tbat will be used to provide information on the 
project. This was requested since EQB's earliest comments on the pre- JMWP in 
December 2004 as documented by this comment: 

"Page 2-5, Fig. 2-1: 
1. Rmmmend adding dashed fine homes or using shading to indicate which 
organid0118 the various paEOnne1 work for. 
2. Addother members of tbe Project Team (EQB, USFWS, elc.) to the 
organization chart. 
3. One block at the bottom r e k c e s  QAIQC. This is incorrect. These two 
M n s  are kdspmdat of each other and carmot reside with the same person or 
orggnizaton." 

Note that #2 above has never been addmsed. It is likelv that the uroiect can benefit 
fmm improvements in communication and showing thekiationsdip bf the regulatm 
and d e s  to the mi& may help. EQB continues to request that this modification - - 
to ~ i &  2-1 of t h e - .  be implemented. 

3. appendix I - EQB's comments begin on Page 18 of this appendix. However, they 
are labeled "UXO Pro, Inc. Commentsn. UXO Pro is a contractor to EQB and has no 
authority to wpan&fy submit comments. Ail comments developed by UXO ho are 
submitted only after review and approval of EQB. Therefore, it is not correct to refer 
to these comments as "UXO Pro C O ~ ~ .  It is requested that the document be 
modified to refer to these comments as "EQB comments". 


